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periodical deadlock arising in Parliament in consequence of conflicts about street name-plates or secondary schools.
The oppressed nationalities of Hungary were in just the opposite position. The parliamentary regime under which they lived was the most brutal form of Magyar gentry-rule, which virtually outlawed 1 all attempts at securing parliamentary redress for the grievances of the national minorities. In consequence they looked elsewhere for help. The conflict between the Grown and the Magyars over the demand for military autonomy 2 seemed to give the oppressed nationalities their opportunity. Even Renner and Bauer 3 understood the argument that a policy which granted national self-government would favour Austrian expansion. The Dual Monarchy could hardly expand so long as Serbs and Rumanians were bound to regard it as a prison for their nationalities. It would be expedient for the Crown to destroy the Magyar oligarchic opposition and so create conditions favourable to the non-Magyar minority of the inhabitants of Hungary. Such a policy would win the mass-support of peoples whose historical record 4 was not at all anti-Hapsburg, and would open the doors of the Balkan countries to Austrian export goods and financial advisers., perhaps even to Austrian governors. The Balkan Slavs would probably benefit by entering the customs union of their main customer, which was also a European Great Power. And if Francis Joseph himself could not break with the Dualist tradition which had made the second part of his reign much more successful than the first, it would soon be possible to appeal to the heir presumptive, Francis Ferdinand, whose most obvious prejudice was a deep hatred of everything Magyar.
The only clear argument against such a policy was that the Hapsburgs, and Caesarism in general, could not be trusted to bring about democratic reforms. But Otto Bauer expressed this argument very vaguely,5 and it could not be expected to
1 See note 3, p. 186.                                       2 See above, p. 208.
3 Bauer, op. ciL, pp. 435 ff., Renner especially in the whole tenor of his 1918 edition. Even Bauer argued (op. dt.> p. 447) against Engels' later point of view, according to which Austria was necessary for the protection of the smaller nationalities so long, but so long only, as Tsarist Russia survived, with the argument that even a " democratic Russian republic might be less acceptable to the Czechs than a reformed Austria. He did not at this stage envisage the possibility of a Socialist Russia in a near future. Retrospectively (op. cit., 1923) Bauer recognised that the battle of Gorlice (May 2, 1915), by removing the actual threat of Tsarist Imperialism (although not as yet removing Tsarism in Russia herself) removed the raison d'Jtre of the Hapsburg monarchy.                              4 See above, p. 162.
5 op. cit,, p. 438, after an unmistakable plea (pp. 430 ff.) in favour of the Socialist party supporting such a coup against Hungary. For a criticism, see Kautsky, op. cit.3 pp. 32 ff.